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1  INTRODUCTION 


An  earlier  CTPS  study  recommended  that  the  Metropolitan 
Planning  Organization  (MPO)   investigate  potential  new  applica- 
tions of  the  following  parking  management  measures  in  the  Boston 
region : ^ 

•  development  of  additional  fringe  parking  facilities 

•  alteration  of  parking  pricing  structures 

•  resident  parking  sticker  programs 

•  improved  enforcement  of  parking  restrictions 

The  present  report  is  intended  to  respond  to  this  recommendation, 
by  providing  some  insight  into  the  extent  of  the  region's  need 
for  additional  parking  management  measures  of  various  types,  and 
suggesting  possible  directions  for  MPO  efforts  to  foster  improved 
parking  conditions. 

The  earlier  CTPS  study  determined  that  expanding  the 
region's  supply  of  fringe  parking  is  the  highest-priority  strat- 
egy for  addressing  the  regions 's  parking  needs.     Fringe  parking 
is  defined  in  this  case  as  commuter  parking  outside  the  region's 
core,   and  includes  both  transit  and  carpool  parking  facilities. 
This  strategy  differs  from  most  parking  management  measures  in 
that  it  involves  the  actual  expansion  of  parking  supplies, 
although  not   in  high-density  urban  centers.     Fringe  parking  also 
differs  from  the  other  measures  considered  in  this  study  in  its 
obvious  regional  scope:     parking  is  provided  in  outlying  areas  to 
serve  core-oriented  trips.     In  contrast,  other  parking  management 
measures  are  usually  directed  at  local  parking  problems. 

Parking  management  measures  such  as  pricing  mechanisms, 
limits  on  the  duration  of  parking,  and  improved  parking  enforce- 
ment are  intended  not  to  increase  the  supply  of  parking,  but  to 
make  more  efficient  use  of  the  available  parking  supply.     The  use 
of  these  measures  is  becoming  increasingly  common  in  large 
cities,   including  Boston  and  Cambridge,   as  the  competition  for 
parking  spaces  intensifies  and  traffic  congestion  worsens.  Many 
smaller  cities  and  suburban  communities  are  also  instituting  more 
stringent  parking  controls,  as  the  traffic  and  parking  problems 


^Central  Transportation  Planning  Staff,  Technical  Report  38, 
Analysis  of  Parking  Management  Strategies   for  the  Boston 
Region ,  April  1983. 
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generally  associated  with  metropolitan  areas  become  more 
widespread.     While  this  general  trend  has  often  been  noted  of 
late,   there  has  been  a  lack  of  information  on  the  region-wide 
dimension  of  parking  problems,   the  extent  to  which  parking  man- 
agement techniques  are  now  used  to  address  these  problems,  and 
the  value  of  applying  these  measures  on  a  broader  scale. 

This  report  has  two  main  sections.     Section  2  examines 
characteristics  of  the  demand  for  the  fringe  parking  facilities 
of  the  Massachusetts  Bay  Transportation  Authority  (MBTA)  and  the 
Massachusetts  Department  of  Public  Works   (MDPW) .     Section  3  pre- 
sents an  analysis  of  a  parking  management  survey  conducted  among 
the  region's  communities,  which  focuses  on  the  role  of  parking 
management  at  the  municipal  level.     One  specific  result  of  this 
analysis  is  the  recommendation  of  three  communities  as  candidates 
for  more  detailed  parking  management  case  studies  which  could  be 
sponsored  by  the  MPO.     Viewed  as  a  whole,   this  study  provides 
some  perspective  on  the  nature  of  the  region's  parking  problems 
and  the  magnitude  of  possible  future  parking  management  actions. 


2     FRINGE  PARKING 


2  . 1  OVERVIEW 

Ridesharing  and  transit  use  in  the  Boston  region  are 
constrained  by  a  shortage  of  commuter  parking  facilities.  The 
need  for  additional  parking  has  long  been  recognized  by  regional 
and  state-level  transportation  agencies.     The  MDPW  and  the  MBTA 
are  both  actively  involved  in  the  development  of  new  fringe 
parking  facilities.     The  MDPW  has  more  than  doubled  the  number  of 
carpool  parking  spaces  it  owns  or  leases  during  the  past  three 
years,   from  1,800  to  3,933,   most  of  the  new  or  expanded  facili- 
ties being  located  in  the  South  Shore  corridor.     An  additional 
328  spaces  are  scheduled  or  proposed  for  construction  in  the  near 
future,  and  other  fringe  parking  projects  are  under  considera- 
tion.    The  MBTA 1 s  Park  and  Ride  Improvement  program,   developed  in 
1980,  proposed  the  improvement  of  conditions  at  existing  facili- 
ties to  provide  an  additional  1,000  new  spaces  and  the  construc- 
tion of  4,100  spaces  at  new  facilities.     MBTA  commuter  parking 
projects  recently  constructed  or  currently  in  design  would  expand 
the  region's  supply  by  more  than  5,000  spaces.     A  list  of 
existing  fringe  parking  spaces  is  provided  in  Appendix  A. 

While  there  has  been  a  general  consensus  for  some  time  that 
the  region  has  a  shortage  of  fringe  parking  spaces,   the  evidence 
indicates  that  the  demand  for  additional  parking  has  actually 
increased  in  recent  years.     This  is  particularly  true  in  the  case 
of  transit  parking,  due  to  a  rather  dramatic  increase  in  commuter 
rail  ridership.     In  a  1981  CTPS  report,   it  was  conservatively 
estimated  that  the  region  needed  6,000  additional  transit  parking 
facilities. ^     The  actual  shortage  is  probably  on  the  order  of 
twice  that  amount.     The  1981  figure,  as  well  as  having  been 
developed  when  commuter  rail  ridership  was  markedly  lower,  does 
not  include  the  demand  for  carpool  parking,  which  appears  to  be 
substantial . 

The  estimates  of  future  fringe  parking  demand  set  forth  in 
the  present  report  do  reflect  recent  increases  in  commuter  rail 
ridership  and  include  carpool  parking  demand.     However,  these 
estimates  still  must  be  considered  conservative,  because  latent 
transit  demand  has  not  been  quantitatively  factored  into  this 


^Central  Transportation  Planning  Staff,   Regional  Transit  Parking 
Demand  Analysis   (CTPS  Technical  Report  28),   May  1981. 
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study.     Latent  demand  for  a  transportation  service  or  facility  is 
the  number  of  trips  which,   though  not  made  at  present,  would  be 
made  if  transportation  system  improvements  or  new  parking  were  j 
provided.     Latent  demand  for  transit  includes  new  transit  trips 
and  overall  traffic  pattern  changes  which  often  occur  when  addi- 
tional parking  is  made  available. 

It  is  clear  that  additional  commuter  parking  is  needed 
throughout  the  Boston  region.     Factors  such  as  the  availability 
of  land  and  concurrence  of  local  communities  may  merit  more 
attention,   on  a  site-specific  basis,   than  demand  estimates.  Any 
commuter  rail  station  may  be  considered  a  promising  candidate  for 
parking  facility  expansion  if  high  off-street  occupancy  rates  or 
on-street  commuter  parking  are  evident  in  the  vicinity  of  the 
site.     In  the  case  of  carpool  parking,   sites  with  good  access  and 
a  high  degree  of  visibility  (or  adequate  signing)   from  major 
highways  are  likely  to  be  well-utilized. 

It  is  nevertheless  the  purpose  of  this  section  to  provide  an 
overview  of  commuter  parking  needs  in  the  region,  which  can  serve 
as  a  basis  for  directing  MPO  actions.     For  purposes  of  this 
analysis,   the  region  has  been  divided  into  12  subcorridors 
(consisting  of  six  corridors,   each  divided  into  inner  and  outer 
subcorridors),   for  which  relative  levels  of  need  are  estimated. 
Potential  fringe  parking  sites^  are  then  evaluated  in  terms  of 
their  locational  characteristics,   chief  among  these  being  sub- 
corridor  demand  levels. 

The  analysis  focuses  on  potential  parking  demand  levels,  and 
does  not  explicitly  address  such  questions  as  land  availability, 
ownership,   or  cost.     These  are,  however,   important  factors  which 
will  need  to  be  considered  in  more  detailed  corridor  or  area 
level  studies.     In  general,   it  is  advantageous  to  locate  new 
parking  facilities  on  property  which  is  already  owned  by  the 
public,   since  acquisition  costs  can  be  eliminated  or  greatly 
reduced  and  institutional  barriers  may  be  lower.     However,  any 
serious  effort  to  meet  the  region's  fringe  parking  needs  will 
require  the  purchase  or  use  of  private  property. 

In  choosing  among  potential  parking  sites,   it  will  often  be 
necessary  to  balance  considerations  of  market  potential  and  cost. 
Properties  which  have  superior  locational  characteristics  may 
also  be  expensive  to  purchase.     This  relationship  between  cost 
and  market  potential  is  illustrated  on  a  broad  scale  by  the 
question  of  how  close  to  locate  fringe  parking  facilities  in 
relation  to  downtown  Boston.     Facilities  located  at  the  city's 
periphery  will  draw  users  from  a  much  broader  service  area  than 


3as  identified  in  recent  years  by  the  MDPW,   Metropolitan  Area 
Planning  Council,   and  CTPS . 


"remote"  facilities  which  are  further  from  the  downtown.     A  major 
obstacle  in  attempting  to  establish  "peripheral"  parking  lots  and 
garages,  however,    is  the  scarcity  and  expense  of  land  available 
for  this  type  of  use.     Considerations  of  this  type  will  have  a 
major  influence  on  the  siting  of  individual  facilities.     It  is 
likely  that  an  approach  emphasizing  relatively  numerous,  small 
parking  lots   (located  at  considerable  distance  from  the  down- 
town),  rather  than  larger,   more  centralized  facilities  will  prove 
most  workable.     An  added  advantage  of  this  strategy  is  that 
regional  vehi cle-mi les- traveled   (VMT)  will  tend  to  be  reduced 
further  than  in  the  case  where  fewer,   more  centralized  lots  are 
provided . 

These  land  use  and  price  concerns  can  be  addressed  more 
effectively  at  the  corridor  or  subcorridor  level.     The  following 
analysis,   therefore,   focuses  to  a  greater  extent  on  assessing  the 
relative  magnitude  and  distribution  of  parking  demand  throughout 
the  region,  as  well  as  the  apparent  value  of  prospective  sites^ 
in  meeting  this  demand. 

2.2     DISTRIBUTION  OF  REGIONAL  FRINGE   PARKING  NEEDS 

Table  2-1  compares  the  supply  of  fringe  parking  spaces  to 
the  number  of  peak-period  downtown-oriented  trips  among  the  sub- 
corridors  of  the  Boston  region.     The  boundaries  of  the  sub- 
corridors  are  shown  in  Figure  2-1.     This  comparison  provides  a 
broad  indication  of  the  relative  need  for  additional  fringe 
spaces  by  corridor.     The  assumption  underlying  this  comparison  is 
that  the  demand  for  fringe  parking  (transit  and  carpool  parking 
combined)   relative  to  the  number  of  downtown-oriented  trip  ori- 
gins is  fairly  uniform  across  corridors   (although  not  necessarily 
at  different  distances  from  downtown  Boston).     Thus,  while  demand 
for  transit  parking  is  likely  to  be  highest  in  corridors  with 
rapid  transit  and  commuter  rail  service  (or  high-quality  express 
bus  service),   the  need  for  carpool  parking  will  counterbalance 
this  demand  in  areas  with  lower  transit  service  levels. 

Each  of  the  corridors  has  been  subdivided  into  two  segments, 
an  "inner"  segment,  generally  bounded  by  Route  128,  and  an 
"outer"  segment  extending  beyond  Route  128.     The  ratios  of 
parking  spaces  to  peak-period  downtown-oriented  trips  were  calcu- 
lated for  each  subcorridor  and  are  expressed  as  a  percentage. 
The  mean  regional  percentage  of  parking  spaces  in  relation  to 
peak-period  downtown-oriented  trips  was  also  calculated,  and  the 
percentage  for  each  corridor  was  compared  to  the  mean  regional 
average  of  13.3  percent  for  inner  subcorr idors ,  and  12.0  percent 
for  outer  subcorr idors .     Subcorridors  with  a  percentage  of 
parking  spaces  in  excess  of  the  regional  mean  are  relatively 


4As  previously  identified  by  MPO  agencies. 
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Transportation . 

^Numbers  in  parentheses  indicate  deficiency  of  spaces,  relative 
to  regional  average. 
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well-supplied ;   subcorridors  which  have  a  lower  percentage  of 
parking  spaces  than  the  regional  mean  are  relatively  deficient  in 
their  parking  supplies.     However,   this  general  observation  must 
be  qualified  to  account  for  the  following  factors: 

•  The  percentage  of  transit  riders  who  access  transit  services 
by  walking  may  vary  among  the  inner  subcorridors,  depending 
on  the  configuration  of  transit  routes  and  land-use  density. 
This  will  affect  the  demand  for  parking  spaces. 

•  Commuters  residing  in  the  outer  subcorridors  may  choose  to 
bypass  commuter  rail  and  bus  services  in  favor  of  driving  to 
rapid  transit  stations  in  the  inner  subcorridors.     This  ten- 
dency is  likely  to  vary  by  corridor  due  to  differences  in 
transit  service  characteristics  and  quality. 

The  above  factors  suggest  that  the  comparison  of  parking  supplies 
in  relation  to  downtown-oriented  trip  frequency  needs  to  be 
interpreted  within  an  appropriate  context  of  corridor-specific 
condi  t  ions . 

There  are  five  subcorridors  in  which  fringe  parking  supplies 
appear  to  be  fairly  ample  compared  to  the  rest  of  the  region: 

North  Shore  (Inner) 
North  Shore  (Outer) 
Northwest  (Outer) 
Southwest  (Outer) 
South  Shore  (Inner) 

Parking  supplies  are  close  to  the  regional  mean  in  the  North 
Shore  (Outer)   subcorridor.     The  remaining  subcorridors  have  pro- 
portionally lower  fringe  parking  supplies  than  the  regional 
mean.     The  relative  deficit,   in  spaces,   for  each  of  these  sub- 
corridors  is  as  follows: 


North  (Inner)  470 

North  (Outer)  500 

Northwest   (Inner)  410 

West   (Inner)  1580 

West   (Outer)  600 

Southwest   (Inner)  1480 


South  Shore   (Outer)  400 

The  above  figures  indicate  that  the  greatest  need  for  additional 
fringe  parking  is  in  the  West  and  Southwest  inner  subcorridors. 
Conditions  in  these  subcorridors  are  discussed  below. 

Southwest   (Inner):     This  subcorridor  is  served  by  the  Orange 
Line  and  the  Shore  Line/Franklin  Branch  commuter  rail  line. 
The  Needham  Branch,   which  formerly  connected  Roslindale  to 
Needham  Center,    is  not  presently  in  service.     The  Southwest 
(Outer)  subcorridor  enjoys  a  relatively  favorable  ratio  of 


-9- 


trip-origins  to  parking  spaces,   which  can  be  considered  to 
offset  some  of  the  apparent  deficiency  in  the  inner  section 
of  the  corridor.     With  the  abandoning  of  the  Inner  Belt 
project  and  the  construction  of  the  new  Orange  Line,  an 
emphasis  was  placed  on  transit  access  to  Boston.  Few 
changes  in  parking  availability  were  made  to  accompany  this 
reorientation.     Much  of  the  apparent  deficiency  in  the  inner 
subcorridor  is  real  and  is  concentrated  in  the  Forest  Hills 
Station  area.     Despite  a  relatively  large  number  of  spaces 
per  trip  in  the  Southwest   (Outer),   there  is  a  net  overflow 
of  over  400  commuter  vehicles  from  existing  park-and-r ide 
facilities  to  on-street  parking  spaces  in  the  corridor  as  a 
whole.     This  is  indicative  of  a  strong  demand  for  additional 
spaces  in  the  corridor,  particularly  in  the  inner  sub- 
corridor,   at  Forest  Hills. 

West   ( Inner ) ;     While  the  ratio  of  parking  spaces  to 
downtown-oriented  trips  indicates  a  disproportionately  great 
need  for  additional  fringe  parking  supplies  in  this  sub- 
corridor,   two  factors  serve  to  mitigate  the  shortages  of 
parking  at  transit  stations: 

(1)  A  high  proportion  of  transit-users  in  this  densely 
populated  area  access  transit  services  by  walking. 

(2)  The  highway  mode  share  for  the  western  corridor  overall 
is  the  highest  in  the  region.     Auto  access  from  the 
outer  subcorridor  to  downtown  Boston  via  the 
Massachusetts  Turnpike  is  excellent.     Express  bus 
ridership  is  also  high  in  the  outer  subcorridor,  with 
the  result  that  demand  for  parking  at  Green  Line  sta- 
tions is  lower  than  might  otherwise  be  expected. 

Providing  additional  fringe  parking  supplies  in  the  outer 
subcorridor,  which  is  shown  as  having  a  sizeable  deficit  of 
spaces,  may  be  the  most  practical  approach  to  addressing 
corridor-wide  parking  needs  in  this  case. 

2.3     ANALYSIS  OF  POTENTIAL  SITES 

The  MPO  has  been  interested  in  fringe  parking  for  a  number 
of  years.     As  a  result  of  this  interest,   there  have  been  several 
attempts  to  locate  potential  fringe  parking  sites  in  one  or  more 
areas  within  the  Boston  region.     A  list  of  the  sites  identified 
through  these  efforts  has  been  compiled,  and  the  sites  evaluated 
in  terms  of  several  locational  characteristics.     These  charac- 
teristics provide  a  broad  indication  of  the  demand  levels  which 
could  be  expected  for  each  site  included  on  the  list.     This  rough 
assessment  of  potential  sites  is  presented  in  Tables  2-2  and  2-3. 
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Locat  ion 


Number  of  Added 
 Spaces  


Located  in  Area  with 

Apparent  Parking 
 Shortage  , 


COMPLETED  PROJECT: 

Route  128  Parking  Lot  735 
PROJECTS   IN  DESIGN  OR  PENDING  BOARD  APPROVAL: 


No.  Quincy  ( r eadver t i sed ) 

Beverly:  Montserrat 

Beverly  Depot  -  platforms 

Beverly:     No.  Beverly 
Enon  St.    (90)  $490,000 

Ipswich  Station  -  platforms 

Hami lton-Wenham  (including 
plat  forms ) 

Canton  Center 


130 
107 


Stoughton 
Morton  St. 
Police  Sta. 
Canton  St.  (33) 
Existing  Lot    (  98) 


(   86)  $140,000" 
(230)  340,000 
50,000 
150, 000 


Arlington  Heights 

Canton  Junction 

W.  Concord  Station 

Wellesley  Farms 

Beverly  Depot  -  parking, 
ph.  II 

St.  Camillus 

Mishawum,  Woburn 

Franklin  -  A 


90 
170 

86 
209 

>  447 

228 
335 
217 
169 

200 
150 
500 
35 


X 
X 
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Location 

Number  of  Added 
Spaces 

Located   in  Area  with 
Apparent  Parking 
Shor  t age 

Franklin  -  B 

150 

South  Attleboro  (new  sta.) 

400 

Hyde  Park 

100 

X 

Readvi lie 

280 

X 

Norwood  Central 

80 

Norfolk 

100 

Walpole 

200 

Bradford 

100 

Swampscot t 

80 

X 

Auburndale 

NA 

X 

W.  Newton 

NA 

X 

Newtonvi lie 

NA 

X 

Oak  Grove 

100 

X 

Wi lmington 

200 

X 

FUTURE  PROJECTS: 

Gloucester 

NA 

Rockport 

NA 

Reading  Depot 

NA 

X 

Wilmington  (Reloc.) 

NA 

X 

No.  Wilmington 

NA 

X 

Greenwood 

NA 

X 

North  Billerica 

NA 
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Locat  ion 

Number  of  Added 
Spaces 

Located   in  Area  with 
Apparent  Parking 
Shortage 

Belmont  Center  -  platforms 

NA 

X 

Brandei  s 

NA 

X 

Kendall  Green-Route  128 

NA 

X 

Lincoln 

NA 

Wellesley  Square 

NA 

X 

Natick 

NA 

X 

Hersey  Station 

NA 

X 

Route  128   (platforms  only) 

NA 

Norwood  Depot 

NA 

Community  College 

NA 

X 

Sullivan  Square 

NA 

X 

Suffolk  Downs 

NA 

Lynn  -  Central  Square 
(by  others) 

NA 

Burlington   (Bus)  - 
Rte.   3  @  Rte.  128 

NA 

Lexington   (Bus)  - 
Hartwell  Ave. 

NA 

Newton  -  Riverside 

NA 

X 

Reading  - 
John  St.   @  Rte.  128 

NA 

X 

Waltham  (Bus)  - 
Wyman  St.   @  Rte.  128 

NA 

X 

Westwood  -  Islington 

NA 
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A.     Existing  Parking  Lots 


bite 

Located  in 
Areas  with 
Apparent 
Parking 
bhor  t  age 

Located 
Along 

Express 
Bus 
Rout  e 

Revere:     Revere  Drive-In 
Wonderland 

X 

Danvers:     Radisson  Ferncroft 
Liberty  Tree  Mall 

X 

E.   Boston:     Suffolk  Downs 

Lynn:     Building  19,   Harbor  House 

X 

Saugus :  Diplomat 
Caldor 

Swampscott:     Swampscott  Mall 

DPW  District  Office 

X 
X 

Peabody:     No.   Shore  Shopping  Ctr . 

Purity  Supreme,   Rte.  1 

X 
X 

Beverly:     Beverly  Airport 
Zayres ,   Rte.  1A 

Middleton:     Drive-In,   Rte.  114 

Joe  Biente  Chalet,   Rte.  114 
St.  Agnes  Parish,   Rte.  62 

Topsfield:     Fairgrounds,   Rte.  1 

Gloucester:     Rtes.   128  &  133 

Woburn:     Zayres,   Rte.  128 

N.E.   Trade  Ctr.,   Rte.  128 
Woburn  Municipal,  Walnut  Street 
Woburn  Mall:     Mishawum  Rd . 
Bradlees,   Rte.  128 

X 
X 

■'•All  sites  in  section  A  were  identified  by  the  Metropolitan  Area 
Planning  Council,   except  Rte.   18  at  53  in  Weymouth,  which  was 
identified  in  an  earlier  CTPS  study.  
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A.     Existing  Parking  Lots 

Located  in 

Located 

Areas  with 

Along 

Apparent 

Express 

Site 

Parki  ng 

Bus 

Shortage 

Route 

Reading : 

Camp  Curtis  Guild,   Rte.  128 

X 

X 

Collahues  Supermarket, 

X 

X 

Rte.   129  at  128 

Rte.   129  at  1-93 

X 

X 

Wilmington:     Lucci's  Supermarket 

X 

No.   Reading:     North  Plaza 

X 

Thomson  Country  Club, 

Rte.  62 

X 

Stoneham 

:     Redstone  Shopping  Ctr. 

X 

X 

MDC  Swimming  Pool,    1-93,  Ex 

.  8 

X 

X 

Med  ford : 

Twin  Circle  Drive-in 

X 

Meadow  Glen  Mall,   Rte.  16 

X 

MSGR.  John  B.  Condon  Music 

Shell,   Rte.   16  near  1-93 

X 

Lexington:     Muzzy  Jr.   High  School, 

Mass  Ave. 

Lincoln : 

Minutemen  National  Park,  Rte 

.  2 

X 

Wellesley:     Wellesley  Depot,   Rte.   9  & 

135 

X 

X 

Spaulding  &  Slye  Office 

Complex,   Rte.  128 

X 

X 

Honeywell-Walnut  Park, 

Rte.    128  at  16 

X 

X 

Newton : 

Chestnut  Hill  Mall,   Rte.  9 

X 

X 

Waltham: 

Winter  St.,   Shopping  Ctr., 

Rte.  128 

X 

Dedham : 

Lechmere,    Rte.  1 

X 

X 

Showcase  Cinema,   Rte.   1  at 

Elm  St. 

Y 
A 

RR  Station,   Rte.  128 

X 

St.   Swanna's  Church, 

Plain  Ave.   near  128 

X 

Foxborough:     Sullivan  Stadium,   Rte.  1 
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A.     Existing  Parking  Lots 

Site 

Located  in 
Areas  with 
Apparent 
Park  i  ng 
Shortage 

Located 
Along 

Express 
Bus 
Route 

Sharon:     Shopping  Ctr.,    1-95  at 
South  Main  St. 

Stoughton:     Rte.   139  at  24 

X 

Braintree:     Drive-in,  Forbes  Rd .  at 
Rte.  128 
So.   Shore  Plaza,   Rte.  37 
Purity  Supreme,   Rte.  37 

X 
X 
X 

X 
X 

Dorchester:     Neponset  Drive-in,  Rte.  203 

X 

Weymouth:     Drive-in,   3A  at  Green  St. 

Harborlight  Shopping  Ctr.,  3A 

X 
X 

X 
X 

Hingham:     Hingham  Plaza,    Rte.  3 
Lincoln  Plaza,   Rte.  3A 
Abbadessa's  Restaurant,   Rte.  3A 
Glastonberry  Monastery, 

Rte.  228 
So.   Shore  Ind.   Park,   Rte  3 

X 
X 
X 

X 
X 

X 
X 

X 

Randolph:     York  Plaza,  Rte.   139  at  24 
Rear  of  Chateau  de  Ville, 
Rte.   28  at  128 

X 
X 

X 

Cohasset:     Rte.   3  at  Beechwood  St. 

Tedeschi's  Shopping  Ctr.,  3A 

X 
X 

X 

Norwell:     Queen  Ann's  Plaza,   Rte.  53 
at  228 

X 

X 

Hanover  Mall:     Rte.   3  at  53 

X 

Hanover:     Stone  Shopping  Ctr., 
Rte.   53  at  139 
DPW  Garage,   Rte.  53 
Elks  Lodge,   Rte.  53 

X 

x 

X 

Cohasset:     Rte.  3A 

X 

Weymouth:     Rte.    18  at  53 

X 
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B.     Potential  Lot  Construction  Sites 


Site 

Located  in 

/\lcao    Wl  in 

Apparent 

rai  t\  i  1 1  u 

Shortage 

Convenient 

U  "i  /^T T~l  IJ  i  \  ;  c 

n  x  yriway  o 
Access 

Located 

t\  J.  o  n  g 
Express 

Dm  C 

Route 

Burlington:     Rte.   3  at 
Rte.  1281 

X 

X 

Concord : 

Rte.   2A  at  21 

Y 
A 

Waltham: 

Rte  128  and 
Winter  St . 1 

X 

X 

Needham : 

Rte.    128  at 
Highland  Ave.1 

V 

d\ 

Y 

Norwood : 

Rte.    1  at 
Everett  St.1 

Y 

Norwood : 

1-95  and 
Neponset  St .  1 

v 

Hingham: 

Rte.   228,  North 
of  Rte.  3A1 

X 

X 

Berlin : 

Rtes.   62  and 
I-4952 '3/4 

X 

X 

Methuen : 

Pelham  St.  and  I-932 

X 

X 

Newburyport:     Rtes.  113 

and  I-952'3'4 

X 

Sci  tuat e 

:  Rte.   3A  at  Driftway2 

X 

X 

X 

Middleborough :  Rtes.  25/1052'4 

X 

X 

^Sites  identified  by  Metropolitan  Area  Planning  Council. 
2Sites   identified  by  MDPW. 

^Proposed  facility  in  the  design  phase  or  programmed  for 

construct  i  on . 
^Outside  study  area  boundaries. 
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Transit  Parking  Projects 

Table  2-2  shows  the  sites  proposed  for  facility  expansion 
projects  under  the  MBTA ' s  Transit  Park-Ride  Improvement  Program. 
The  table  indicates  the  number  of  added  spaces  which  would  be 
provided  at  each  facility,  and  whether  each  project  is  located  in 
an  area  with  "apparent  parking  shortages,"  meaning  a  subcorridor 
identified  in  the  previous  section  as  having  a  low  proportion  of 
available  commuter  parking  spaces  relative  to  the  frequency  of 
CBD-bound  trips  and/or  a  demonstrated  excess  of  demand  at 
existing  parking  facilities.     The  table  indicates  that  a  majority 
of  proposed  facilities  are  in  fact  located  in  areas  with  parking 
shortages . 

The  planned  expansion  of  parking  supplies,   in  areas  with  the 
worst  deficiencies,   is  as  follows   (in  terms  of  spaces) :^ 

North  Shore  (Outer)  397 


North  (Outer)  500 

North  (Inner)  300 

Northwest   (Inner)  300 

West   (Outer)  169 

Southwest   (Inner)  380 


The  addition  of  these  transit  parking  spaces  should  result  in 
relatively  abundant  supplies  of  parking  in  the  North  Shore 
(Outer)  subcorridor,   where  existing  deficiencies  are  confined  to 
Beverly  stations.     Other  stations  in  this  subcorridor  are  rela- 
tively well  served  at  the  current  time.     The  planned  expansion  in 
the  North  (Outer)  subcorridor  is  exactly  equal  to  the  current 
relative  deficit  of  spaces.     In  the  North  (Inner)  subcorridor, 
the  indicated  addition  of  spaces  will  reduce  the  relative  space 
deficit  by  nearly  two  thirds.     Moreover,   future  projects  are 
planned  for  the  two  North  subcorridors  which  will  provide  addi- 
tional new  spaces,   in  amounts  currently  unspecified,   above  the 
numbers  shown  here. 

The  planned  expansion  of  spaces  in  the  West   (Outer)  sub- 
corridor will  address  only  a  small  share  of  the  corridor's  total 
need  for  additional  fringe  parking.     There  are  currently  no  proj- 
ects in  design  for  the  West   (Inner)  subcorridor.     However,  as  in 
the  case  of  the  North  corridor,   several  future  parking  expansion 
projects  are  planned  for  the  West  corridor,  although  estimates 
are  not  currently  available  to  indicate  the  number  of  spaces 
which  will  be  added  by  these  projects.     The  380  additional  spaces 
planned  for  the  Southwest   (Inner)  subcorridor  will  reduce  this 
area's  current  relative  deficit  by  about  25  percent. 


^Accounts  only  for  facilities  where  number  of  planned  additional 
spaces  is  currently  known. 
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Carpool  Parking  Projects 

Carpool  parking  facilities  can  be  created  either  through  the 
use  of  existing  lots   (by  leasing  or  other  arrangements)  that 
presently  serve  other  purposes,  or  by  the  construction  of  new 
facilities.     While  the  primary  purpose  of  carpool  parking  is  to 
provide  a  convenient,   centralized  meeting  place  for  carpool  mem- 
bers,  facilities  of  this  type  may  also  serve  transit  users  if  the 
sites  are  located  along  express  bus  routes. 

Table  2-3  presents  a  list  of  potential  carpool  sites  which 
is  divided  into  two  categories.     Section  A  includes  existing 
parking  lots  which  are  located  at  sites  that  may  be  attractive 
for  carpool  parking.     These  are  usually  commercial,  church,  or 
public  lots  which  appear  to  be  underutilized  during  the  weekdays. 
Section  B  lists  locations  which  have  been  identified  by  MPO  agen- 
cies as  potential  construction  sites  for  carpool  parking  lots. 
The  sites  are  evaluated  in  the  table  in  terms  of  their  locational 
characteristics . 

The  list  of  existing  parking  lots  shown  in  section  A  has 
been  drawn  almost  entirely  from  a  1981  inventory  compiled  by  the 
Metropolitan  Area  Planning  Council   (MAPC).     The  inventory  was 
intended  to  be  reasonably  comprehensive,  and  includes  most 
sizeable  parking  facilities  in  the  Boston  suburbs  which  have  both 
apparent  excess  daytime  capacity  and  good  highway  access.  Table 
2-3  indicates  whether  these  facilities  also  have  the  following 
characteristics:     location  in  areas  with  apparent  parking  short- 
ages, and  location  along  express  bus  routes.     As  noted  pre- 
viously, both  of  these  charater i st ics  would  tend  to  increase  the 
value  of  the  sites  for  commuter  parking.     The  table  designates 
most  of  the  parking  lots  as  being  in  areas  with  apparent  parking 
shortages.     However,  many  of  these  are  in  the  South  Shore  (Outer) 
subcorridor,  where  the  relative  fringe  parking  deficit  is  modest 
compared  to  some  other  subcorr idors .     Twenty-three  of  the  lots  in 
areas  with  relative  deficiencies  are  located  along  express  bus 
routes . 

Potential  new  lot  construction  sites,   shown  in  Section  B  of 
Table  2-3,  were  drawn  primarily  from  MAPC  and  MDPW  sources. 
These  are  evaluated  in  terms  of  their  highway  access,  as  well  as 
whether  or  not  they  are  located  along  express  bus  routes  or  in 
areas  with  apparent  parking  shortages.     The  list  is  not  nearly  as 
comprehensive  as  the  inventory  of  existing  lots  shown  in  Section 
A  of  the  table.     The  possible  construction  sites  identified 
through  MAPC  were  in  turn  compiled  by  that  agency  from  earlier 
CTPS  reports,  while  in  the  case  of  the  existing  lots  listed  in 
Section  A,   the  MAPC  had  conducted  a  substantial  amount  of  origi- 
nal field  research. 

Examination  of  the  list  of  potential  construction  sites 
reveals  that  five  are  located  in  areas  designated  as  having  an 
especially  serious  shortage  of  fringe  parking  spaces,  although 
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two  of  these  are  located  in  the  South  Shore   (Outer)  corridor, 
where  parking  shortages  do  not  appear  to  be  as  severe  as  in 
several  other  areas.     Highway  access  to  most  of  the  sites 
included  on  the  list  is  excellent,   although  only  a  few  sites  are 
located  along  express  bus  routes. 

2.4     SUMMARY:      ASSESSMENT  OF  POTENTIAL  FRINGE   PARKING  SITES 

Tables  2-2  and  2-3  provide  a  rough  comparison  of  the  poten- 
tial fringe  parking  sites  that  have  been  identified  by  MPO  agen- 
cies.    The  attributes  chosen  as  a  basis  of  comparison  are  key 
indicators  of  the  relative  usage  levels  which  could  be  expected 
for  these  sites.     However,   any  conclusions  drawn  from  this  analy- 
sis should  be  qualified,   as  follows: 

•  more  detailed  analysis  is  required  as  a  basis  for  developing 
recommendations  regarding  individual  sites; 

•  potential  demand  levels  are  probably  sufficiently  high  to 
support  significant  additions  to  fringe  parking  supplies  in 
every  corridor  of  the  region. 

The  above  factors  notwithstanding,   there  remain  a  number  of 
insights  regarding  regional  fringe  parking  requirements  that  can 
be  drawn  from  this  analysis. 

First,   there  are,  among  the  potential  sites  which  have 
been  identified  by  the  MPO,  a  number  which  are  located  in  areas 
where  the  demand  for  additional  fringe  parking  appears  to  be  par- 
ticularly intense.     These  sites  are  shown  in  Table  2-4.  The 
table  also  shows  that  most  of  the  sites  located  in  areas  with 
relatively  high  demand  levels  are  of  the  following  two  types: 
projects  proposed  in  the  MBTA  Park-Ride  Improvement  Program,  and 
existing  lots   (identified  by  MAPC )  which  may  be  suitable  for  car- 
pool  parking.     However,   there  are  several  potential  sites  for  new 
carpool  parking  lots  that  are  located  in  areaswith  relatively 
severe  parking  supply  shortages.     Fifteen  of  the  Park-Ride  proj- 
ects currently  in  design  are  located  in  the  subcorridors  with 
the  most  serious  shortages  of  parking,  and  promise  to  eliminate 
much  of  the  disproportionately  large  shortfall  of  spaces  in  the 
corridor  to  the  north  of  Boston.     However,   MBTA  projects 
currently  in  design  will  have  a  lesser  impact  on  parking  short- 
ages in  the  corridor  to  the  west  of  Boston  and  in  the  Southwest 
(Inner)  subcorridor,  where  the  shortfall  of  available  spaces 
appears  to  be  worst. 

Available  data  do  not  indicate  the  number  of  spaces  which 
could  be  provided  by  the  potential  carpool  sites  identified  in 
Table  2-4.     However,   these  sites  are  distributed  throughout 
several  of  the  subcorridors  in  which  the  need  for  additional 
fringe  parking  appears  to  be  greatest.     Therefore,   these  sites 
may  well  merit  further  investigation.     In  the  inner  subcorridors, 
expansion  of  rail  and  express  bus  parking  facilities  should  prob- 
ably be  considered  before  providing  additional  carpool  lots,  to 

encourage  the  use  of  available  transit  services  rather  than  auto- 
mobiles . 
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MBTA  Park-Ride  Improvement  Program  Sites 


Montserrat  (Beverly) 

Beverly  Depot* 

North  Beverly* 

Sullivan  Square  (Boston) 

Hyde  Park  (Boston) 

Gloucester 

Greenwood 

Hersey  Station  (Needham) 


Ipswich 

Natick 

Reading 

Rockport 

Wellesley  Farms 

Wellesley  Square 

Wi lmi  ngton 


B .     Possible  Carpool  Parking  at  Existing  Lots 


Reading : 
Reading : 
Reading : 
Wi lmi  ngton : 
North  Reading 
North  Reading 
Stoneham : 
Stoneham : 
Medf ord : 
Med  ford : 
Medf ord : 

Newton : 
Wellesley : 
Wellesley: 
Wellesley: 
Waltham: 
Dedham: 
Dedham : 
Dedham : 
Dedham : 
Brai  ntree : 
Braintree : 
Braintree : 
Weymouth : 
Weymouth : 
Hi  ngham: 
Hingham: 
Hingham: 
Hingham: 


129  at  128 


62 

8 
16 


Camp  Curtis  Guild 
Collahues  Supermarket,  Rte 
Rte.    129  at  1-93 
Lucci's  Supermarket 
North  Plaza 

Thomson  Country  Club,  Rte. 
Redstone  Shopping  Center 
MDC  swimming  pool,    1-93  Ex 
Twin  Circle  Drive-in,  Rte. 
Meadow  Glen  Mall,   Rte.  16 
MSGR  John  B.   Condon  Music  Shell, 

Rte.   16  near  1-93 
Chestnut  Hill  Mall,   Rte.  9 
Wellesley  Depot,   Rte.   9  and  135 
Spaulding  &  Slye  Office  complex,   Rte.  128 
Honeywell-Walnut  Park,   Rte.   128  at  16 
Winter  St.,   Shopping  Ctr.,   Rte.  128 
Lechmere,   Route  1 

Showcase  Cinema,   Rte.    1  at  Elm  St. 
RR  Station,   Rte.  128 
St.   Swanna's  Church, 
Drive-in,  Forbes  Rd . 
So.  Shore  Plaza,  Rte 
Purity  Supreme,  Rte. 
Drive-In,   Rte.   3A  at  Green  St. 
Harborlight  Shopping  Ctr.,   Rte.  3A 
Hingham  Plaza,   Rte.  3 
Lincoln  Plaza,   Rte.  3A 
Abbadessa's  Restaurant,   Rte.  3A 
Glastonberry  Monastery,   Rte.  228 


Plain  Ave. 
at  Rte.  128 

37 
37 


♦Facilities  currently  in  design. 
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B 


Possible  Carpool  Parking  at  Existing  Lots  (cont'd) 


Hi  ngham : 
Randolph : 
Randolph : 
Cohasset : 
Cohasset : 
Norwell : 
Hanover  Mall: 
Hanover : 
Hanover : 
Hanover : 
Cohasset : 
Weymouth : 


3A 
228 


So.   Shore  Ind.  Park,   Rte.  3 
York  Plaza,   Rte.   139  at  24 
Rear  of  Chateau  de  Ville,  Rte 
Rte.    3  at  Beechwood  St. 
Tedeschi's  Shopping  Ctr . ,  Rte 
Queen  Ann's  Plaza,   Rte.   53  at 
Rte.   3  at  53 

Stone  Shopping  Ctr.,   Rte.    53  at  139 
DPW  Garage,   Rte.  53 
Elks  Lodge,   Rte.  53 
Rte.  3A 

Rtes.   18  and  53 


28  at  128 


Potential  Carpool  Construction  Sites 


Waltham : 
Hi  ngham : 
Whi  tman : 
Hull : 
Sci  tuat e : 
Middleborough : 


Rte.    128  and  Winter  St. 

Rte.   228,  North  of  Rte.  3A 

Rte.   28  @  Knights  of  Columbus  Hall 

Pemberton  Pier 

Rte.   3A  at  Driftway 

Rtes.  25/105 
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3     ANALYSIS  OF  PARKING  MANAGEMENT  SURVEY 


3 . 1  INTRODUCTION 

The  previous  section  presented  an  analysis  of  the  demand  for 
commuter  parking  spaces  in  the  Boston  region.     Providing  addi- 
tional commuter  parking  is  certainly  the  most  potentially  benefi- 
cial strategy  for  addressing  the  region's  parking  problems. 
There  are,  however,   several  other  parking  management  measures 
which  could  possibly  reduce  the  overall  shortage  of  parking  in 
the  region,  by  fostering  more  efficient  use  of  the  existing 
parking  supply.     Chief  among  these  are: 

•  parking  pricing  mechanisms 

•  limits  on  parking  duration 

•  improved  enforcement 

•  residential  parking  permits 

It  is  the  purpose  of  this  section  to  assess  the  potential  for 
applying  these  types  of  parking  management  techniques  in  the 
Boston  region. 

In  support  of  this  analysis,  a  survey  of  parking  conditions 
was  conducted,   under  the  auspices  of  the  Metropolitan  Area 
Planning  Council,  among  the  communities  in  the  Boston  region. 
The  survey  was  designed  to  answer  the  following  questions: 

•  What  is  the  incidence  of  specific  kinds  of  parking  problems? 

•  Which  communities  are  planning  to  expand  their  current 
parking  supplies? 

•  What  are  the  parking  management  measures  most  commonly 
applied  in  the  region? 

•  How  successful  are  these  existing  parking  management 
measures  in  alleviating  community  parking  problems? 

•  What  additional  measures  appear  most  promising  to  community 
planners  and  officials? 

The  survey  questionnaire  was  distributed  to  agency  represen- 
tatives from  99  cities  and  towns  in  the  Boston  region.  Boston 
and  Cambridge  were  not  included  because  the  parking  conditions  in 
these  core  cities  do  not  lend  themselves  to  definition  within  the 
format  of  a  short  questionnaire.     In  addition,   the  parking 
problems  of  these  cities,  which  tend  to  overshadow  those  of  most 
other  communities  in  the  region,  have  been  and  continue  to  be  the 
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subject  of  study  by  agencies  other  than  the       MPO.     The  focus  of 
the  current  study  is  on  parking  conditions  in  the  remainder  of 
the  region,  which  have  not  received  the  same  degree  of  attention, 
at  least  on  a  comprehensive  basis. 

Figure  3-1  shows  a  map  of  the  survey  area  and  indicates  the 
62  cities  and  towns  that  responded  to  the  questionnaire.  Sixty- 
three  percent  of  all  communities  responded  to  the  survey,  and  as 
the  map  shows,   the  response  rate  was  fairly  even  in  terms  of 
geographic  distribution.     Appendix  B  is  a  copy  of  the  survey 
form.     A  discussion  of  the  survey  results  follows. 

3 . 2      IDENTIFICATION  OF  PROBLEMS 

As  shown  in  Appendix  B,   respondents  were  asked  to  classify 
any  chronic  parking  problems  in  their  communities  as  follows: 

•  Shortage  of  convenient  on-street   (i.e.,  curb)   spaces  for 
shoppers 

•  Use  of  on-street  spaces  by  commuters  or  all-day  parkers 

•  Double  parking 

•  "Cruising"  of  vehicles  seeking  on-street  parking 

•  Obstruction  of  loading  zones  by  parked  vehicles  and  other 
types  of  illegal  parking 

•  Under-utilization  of  off-street  parking  lots  and  garages 

•  Lower  parking  fees  at  on-street  spaces  than  off-street 
f aci 1 i  t  i  es 

•  Other 

These  categories  are  largely  self-explanatory  when  con- 
sidered individually.     However,   the  interaction  among  these 
problems  bears  some  interpretation,  as  follows.     A  "shortage  of 
convenient  on-street  spaces  for  shoppers"  is  typically  a  problem 
of  urban  centers.     An  underlying  cause  of  this  problem,  which  is 
amenable  to  parking  management  techniques,   is  frequently  the  "use 
of  on-street  spaces  by  commuters  or  all-day  parkers."  "Double 
parking,"  vehicle  "'cruising,'"  and  "obstruction  of  loading 
zones"  and  other  "illegal  parking"  are  all  symptoms  of  short- 
term-parking  shortages,  and  were  included  on  the  questionnaire 
for  the  following  reasons: 

•  to  indicate  short-term  parking  shortages  in  case  the 
respondent  failed  to  do  so  explicitly 

•  to  gauge  the  magnitude  of  reported  parking  problems 
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Responding  Cities  and  Towns 


PARKING  MANAGEMENT  SURVEY  AREA 
AND  RESPONDING  COMMUNITIES 
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Th  e  categories  "under-utilization  of  off-street  parking"  and 
"lower  parking  fees  at  on-street  spaces"  represent  factors  that 
may  contribute  to  apparent  shortages  of  on-street  parking  spaces, 
and  suggest  the  potential  of  shifting  some  on-street  parkers  to 
available  off-street  facilities.     It  is  to  be  expected  that  a 
respondent  reporting  any  parking  problems  would  likely  report 
problems  in  more  than  one  category,  particularly  if  his  or  her 
community  suffers  from  a  shortage  of  on-street  spaces. 

Table  3-1  shows  the  responses  to  the  question  on  parking 
problems  for  each  of  the  communities  participating  in  the  survey. 
Among  the  62  communities  which  responded  to  the  survey,   51  (82 
percent)  reported  having  one  or  more  of  the  chronic  parking 
problems  listed  on  the  survey  questionnaire.     Five  of  the  eleven 
communities  reporting  no  parking  problems  have  residential  popu- 
lations under  6,000  and  densities  of  less  than  400  persons  per 
square  mile.     Only  two  of  the  communities  without  parking 
problems  have  populations  exceeding  14,000;   these  are  Marshfield 
and  Winchester. 

The  problem  cited  most  frequently  by  survey  respondents  was 
a  "shortage  of  convenient  on-street  spaces  for  shoppers";  39 
communities   (65  percent)  reported  having  this  problem.     Over  half 
of  these  communities  also  cited  the  use  of  on-street  spaces  by 
long-term  parkers  as  being  a  problem,  which  is  an  indication  that 
the  shortage  or  under-use  of  off-street  parking  contributes  to 
the  communities'   on-street  parking  shortages.     As  further  evi- 
dence of  the  close  relationship  between  short-  and  long-term- 
parking  problems,   the  survey  shows  that  only  eight  of  the  30  com- 
munities concerned  about  long-term  on-street  parking  do  not 
experience  chronic  shortages  of  curbside  spaces  for  shoppers. 
These  eight  communities  tend  to  be  small,  with  less  active  town 
centers  than  most  others. 

Twenty-one  of  the  responding  communities   (34  percent) 
reported  having  the  "symptomatic"  conditions  of  double  parking, 
vehicle  cruising,   and  illegal  parking;  all  of  these  also  named 
shortages  of  on-street  parking  or  use  of  on-street  parking  by 
long-term  users  as  problems.     It  is  not  surprising  to  find  that 
the  parking  shortages  of  larger  municipalities  tend  to  manifest 
themselves  in  a  multiplicity  of  symptoms.     Brookline,  Everett, 
Newton,   Revere,   and  Somerville  all  report  combinations  of  illegal 
parking  and  cruising.     However,   the  survey  also  shows  that  such 
communities  as  Franklin,  Hudson,  Norfolk,  Norwell,  Wakefield,  and 
Weston  are  beset  by  a  variety  of  difficulties  related  to  the  use 
of  available  parking  supplies. 

Few  communities  reported  either  under-use  of  their  existing 
off-street  parking  facilities  or  over-pricing  of  these  facilities 
relative  to  on-street  spaces.     In  the  handful  of  communities  that 
did  report  these  situations,   it  may  be  relatively  easy  to  reduce 
the  demand  for  on-street  parking  by  diverting  parkers  to  existing 
off-street  facilities.     For  the  overwhelming  majority  of  the  51 
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Community 

Problems 

Community 

Problems 

1 

23456789 

1 

2  3 

4  5 

6  7 

8 

9 

Arlington 

X 

X 

Melrose 

X 

X 

Ashland 

X 

X 

Mil  ford 

X 

X 

X  X 

Bedford 

X 

Millis 

X 

Beverly 

X 

X 

Natick 

X 

Boxborough 

X 

Newton 

X 

X  X 

X 

X 

Braintree 

X 

X 

Norfolk 

X 

X 

X  X 

X 

Brookline 

X 

XXX 

No.  Reading 

X 

Burlington 

X 

Norwell 

X 

X 

X  X 

X 

X 

Carlisle 

X 

Peabody 

X 

X  X 

X 

Cohasset 

X 

Revere 

X 

X  X 

X 

Concord 

X 

Rockland 

X 

X 

X 

Danvers 

X 

XX  X 

Rockport 

X 

X 

Dover 

X 

Scituate 

X 

X 

Everett 

X 

XX  X 

Sharon 

X 

X 

Franklin 

X 

X    X    X    X  X 

Somerville 

X 

X  X 

X  X 

X 

Gloucester 

X 

X 

Sherborn 

X 

Hamilton 

X 

X  X 

Stoughton 

X 

X 

Hanover 

X 

Stow 

X 

Hudson 

X 

X  X 

Reading 

X 

X 

X  X 

Hull 

X 

X  X 

Topsfield 

X 

Ipswich 

X 

Southborough 

X 

X 

Hingham 

X 

X 

Wakefield 

X 

X  X 

X  X 

X 

Lincoln 

X  X 

Waltham 

X 

X 

Littleton 

X 

Wayland 

X 

X 

Marblehead 

X 

X  X 

Walpole 

X 

X 

Marlborough 

X 

Wellesley 

X 

Marshfield 

X 

Wenham 

X 

Maynard 

X        X  x 

Weston 

X 

X 

X 

Medfield 

X 

X 

Wi  lmington 

x 

Med  ford 

X 

X 

Winchester 

X 

Medway 

x 

y 

A 

V 

A 

X  X 

X 

Totals 

39 

30  12 

15  12 

6  3 

10 

11 

Guide  to  Numbered  Column  Headinas 

1  Shortage  of 

convenient  on-street  (i.e., 

curb)  spaces 

for 

shoppers 

2  Use  of  on-street  spaces  by  commuters  or 

all-day  parkers 

3  Double  parking 

4  "Cruising"  of 

vehicles  seeking  on-street  parking 

5  Obstruction 

of 

loading  zones  by  parked  vehicles  and  other  types  of  i 

llegal 

parking 

6  Under-utilization  of  off-street  parking  lots  and  garages 

7  Lower  parking 

fees  at  on-street  spaces 

than  off-street  facilities 

8  Other 

9  None  of  the 

above 
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communi ties  reporting  chronic  parking  problems,   the  solutions  to 
these  problems  are  likely  to  be  more  difficult. 

i 

Parking  problems  of  all  types  occur  predominantly  in  munici- 
pal centers.     In  most  of  the  thirty  communities  reporting  on- 
street  parking  by  long-term  parkers,   it  is  unclear  whether 
commuters  are  primarily  to  blame,  or  whether  business  employees 
are  crowding  out  shoppers.     Undoubtedly,  both  types  of  long-term 
parking  contribute  to  the  problem  in  many  cases.     There  are 
several  communities,  however,   that  specifically  identified  com- 
muter parking  as  a  chief  cause  of  short-term  parking  shortages: 
Concord,  Hamilton,  Lincoln,  Norfolk,  Norwell,   Reading,  Revere, 
and  Wenham.     With  the  exception  of  Revere,   these  communities  are 
all  located  in  the  outer  subcorridors  of  the  region,  and  have 
relatively  small  commercial  centers.     Under  these  conditions,  the 
effects  of  overflow  from  commuter  parking  facilities  may  be  more 
evident  than  in  more  intensively  developed  and  diverse  urban  cen- 
ters . 

Several  communities  reported  isolated  parking  problems  at 
such  facilities  as  hospitals   (Melrose),   shopping  centers 
(Burlington),  business  offices   (Maynard),  and  apartment  buildings 
(Boxborough ) .     However,   these  are  the  exception,  as  municipal 
centers  account  for  most  of  the  parking  problems  reported  in  the 
region . 

3 . 3     USE  OF  OFF-STREET  PARKING  FACILITIES 

The  survey  also  included  questions  pertaining  to  the  use  of 
off-street  parking  facilities,   to  clarify  the  role  of  commuter 
parking  in  communities  reporting  parking  problems.  These 
questions  were  designed  to  ascertain  the  following: 

•  whether  commuters  are  presently  accommodated  at  existing 
off-street  lots  or  garages 

•  whether  there  is  a  need  to  provide  additional  commuter 
parking  spaces  in  the  community  surveyed 

•  if  the  community  plans  to  expand  its  supply  of  off-street 
park  i  ng 

The  responses  to  this  set  of  questions  are  shown  in  Tables  3-2 
and  3-3. 

Among  the  62  communities  responding  to  the  survey,   46  (74 
percent)  report  that  one  or  more  off-street  parking  facilities 
are  used  by  commuters.     Nearly  half  of  these  46  communities  con- 
sider commuter  use  of  these  off-street  facilities  to  be  problem- 
atic.    It  is  interesting  to  note  that,  except   for  Concord,  all  of 
the  communities  reporting  problems  associated  with  commuter  use 
of  off-street  facilities  also  suffer  from  apparent  shortages  of 
short-term  on-street  parking  and/or  use  of  on-street  spaces  by 
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Are  existing  off-street 

Is  commuter 

parking  at  these 

parking  facilities  used 

f aci 1 i  t  i  es 

considered  a 

by  commuters? 

problem  in 

your  community? 

Arlington 

Yes 

No 

Ashland 

Yes 

No 

Bedford 

No 

NA 

Beverly 

Yes 

Yes 

Boxborough 

Yes 

No 

Braintree 

Yes 

Yes 

Brookline 

Yes 

No 

Burlington 

Yes 

No 

ti  y^s 

Car li  sle 

No 

No 

Cohasset 

Yes 

No 

Concord 

Yes 

Yes 

Danvers 

Yes 

No 

Dover 

No 

NA 

Everett 

No 

NA 

Franklin 

Yes 

Yes 

Gloucester 

Yes 

Yes 

Hami lton 

Yes 

Yes 

Hanover 

Yes 

No 

Hudson 

No 

NA 

Hull 

Yes 

No 

Ipswich 

Yes 

No 

Hi  ngham 

Yes 

Yes 

Lincoln 

Yes 

Yes 

Li  1 1 leton 

Yes 

No 

Marblehead 

No 

NA 

Marlborough 

Yes 

Yes 

Marshf ield 

Yes 

No 

Maynard 

Yes 

Yes 

Med field 

Yes 

Yes 

Medf ord 

Yes 

No 

Medway 

Yes 

No 

Melrose 

Yes 

No 

Milford 

Yes 

No 

Millis 

Yes 

No 

Natick 

Yes 

Yes 

Newton 

No 

Yes 

Norfolk 

Yes 

Yes 

No.  Reading 

No 

NA 

Norwell 

No 

NA 

Peabody 

No 

NA 

Revere 

Yes 

No 

Rockland 

Yes 
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Are  existing  off-street       Is  commuter  parking  at  these 
parking  facilities  used       facilities  considered  a 
by  commuters?   problem  in  your  community? 


Rockpor t 

Yes 

No 

Sci  tuate 

Yes 

No 

Sharon 

Yes 

Yes 

Somer vi lie 

No 

NA 

Sherborn 

No 

NA 

Stoughton 

Yes 

Yes 

Stow 

No 

NA 

Reading 

No 

NA 

Tops  field 

Yes 

Yes 

Southborough 

No 

NA 

Wakefield 

Yes 

No 

Wal tham 

Yes 

No 

Way land 

Yes 

No 

rVd  ipu  J.  e 

Yes 

Yes 

Wellesley 

Yes 

Yes 

Wenham 

Yes 

Yes 

Weston 

Yes 

No 

Wi lmi  ngton 

Yes 

Yes 

Winchester 

Yes 

No 

Winthrop 

No 

NA 

Totals 

Yes:  46 

Yes  : 

22 

No:  16 

No: 

25 

NA: 

14 

NA  =  not  applicable 
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Is  there  a  need  Planned 

for  additional  Are  new  off-street  capacity  of 

commuter  parking  facilities  planned  new  facili- 

in  your  community?  for  your  community?  ties  


Ar 1 i  ngton 

No 

Yes 

90-300 

Ashland 

No 

No 

Bedford 

No 

No 

Beverly 

Yes 

Yes 

100+ 

Boxborough 

Yes 

No 

Braintree 

Yes 

No 

Brookline 

No 

No 

Burlington 

No 

No 

Carlisle 

No 

No 

Cohasset 

Maybe 

No 

Concord 

Yes 

Yes 

100 

Danvers 

No 

Yes 

29 

Dover 

No 

No 

Everett 

No 

Yes 

80 

Franklin 

Yes 

Don  1 1  know 

Gloucester 

Yes 

No 

Hami lton 

Yes 

Yes 

80 

Hanover 

Maybe 

No 

Hudson 

No 

Yes 

133 

Hull 

No 

No 

Ipswich 

Yes 

No 

Hingham 

No 

Yes 

500 

Lincoln 

Yes 

No 

Li  tt leton 

No 

No 

Marblehead 

No 

No 

Mar lborough 

No 

Yes 

300 

Mar shf  i  eld 

No 

No 

Maynard 

Yes 

Yes 

140-190 

Medf ield 

Yes 

No 

Medf ord 

Yes 

Yes 

176 

Medway 

No 

No 

Melrose 

Yes 

Maybe 

350 

Milford 

Yes 

Yes 

50 

Millis 

No 

No 

Natick 

Yes 

Yes 

79 

Newton 

Yes 

Yes 

50 

Norfolk 

Yes 

no 

No.  Reading 

No 

No 

Norwell 

Yes 

No 

Peabody 

No 

Yes 

144 

Revere 

No 

Maybe 
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Is  there  a  need  Planned 

for  additional  Are  new  off-street  capacity  of 

commuter  parking  facilities  planned  new  facili- 

in  your  community?  for  your  community?  ties  


kock i ana 

Yes 

Yes 

500 

Rockpor  t 

XT  » 

NO 

No 

OC1 lUaie 

ies 

No 

Q h  2 y An 
O lid  X.  Dli 

i  es 

No 

O  LJlUc?  1  V  1  X  -L  c: 

ICS 

Yes 

200 

ISO 

No 

otougn ton 

Yes 

Maybe 

300 

SLOW 

NO 

No 

T?  o  a     T  r~!  r~r 
I\caU  X  I  iy 

I  So 

Don  '  t 

know 

i  op  s  r  i  e  i  a 

Yes 

Yes 

20 

Southborough 

Yes 

No 

Wakefield 

Yes 

No 

Us  1  -t-  Vi  =  m 

nQl  L  I  1  d  HI 

INO 

Yes 

250 

nclj  la liU 

Viae 

i  e  s 

Maybe 

20-40 

Walpole 

Yes 

na  yue 

Wellesley 

Yes 

Maybe 

80 

Wenham 

No 

No 

Weston 

No 

No 

Wi lmi  ngton 

Yes 

Maybe 

100 

Winchester 

No 

No 

Winthrop 

No 

No 

Totals 

Yes:  31 

Yes  : 

19 

No:  29 

No: 

34 

Maybe:  2 

Maybe : 

7 

Don  '  t 

Know : 

2 
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long-term  parkers.     This  strongly  suggests  that  shortages  of  com- 
muter parking  play  a  key  role  in  creating  shortages  of  parking 
for  shoppers  and  other  short-term  users,  both  on-  and  off-street. 
This  hypothesis  is  supported  by  the  fact  that  in  virtually  every 
case  where  commuter  use  of  off-street  parking  is  considered  a 
problem,   the  off-street  facility  in  question  is  located  in  or 
near  a  commercial  center. 

The  surveyed  communities  troubled  by  commuter  parking 
problems  appear  to  be  well-aware  of  their  situation;  half  of 
those  responding  to  the  survey  say  that  additional  commuter 
parking  spaces  are  needed  in  their  communities.  However, 
substantially  fewer  respondents   (19)  report  that  their  com- 
munities are  planning  to  expand  the  supply  of  off-street  facil- 
ities.    Thus,   it  is  clear  that  parking  shortages  are  likely  to 
persist  and  probably  increase  in  the  future,  at  least  in  those 
communities  that  do  not  plan  to  address  their  current  problems  by 
providing  new  parking  facilities.     Moreover,   it  is  unclear 
whether  the  expansion  of  supplies  in  communities  planning  to  add 
new  spaces  will  be  adequate  to  alleviate  current  and  future 
shortages.     The  importance  of  using  available  parking  supplies 
efficiently  is  therefore  apparent. 

3.4     APPLICATION  OF  PARKING  MANAGEMENT  MEASURES 

The  foregoing  discussion  highlights  several  survey  findings: 

•  Parking  shortages  are  prevalent  throughout  most  communities 
in  the  Boston  region. 

•  The  majority  of  communities  experience  chronic  shortages  of 
short-term  parking  for  shoppers  and/or  excessive  use  of  on- 
street  spaces  by  long-term  parkers. 

•  Parking  problems  are  most  prevalent  in  city  and  town  cen- 
ters . 

•  The  use  of  off-street  parking  facilities  by  commuters  is 
considered  a  problem  in  many  communities,  and  tends  to  be 
accompanied  by  shortages  of  both  on-  and  off-street  parking 
spaces  for  shoppers'  use. 

•  While  most  communities  experiencing  parking  shortages  per- 
ceive a  need  to  provide  additional  commuter  parking  spaces, 
most  do  not  plan  to  expand  their  supplies  of  commuter 
parking . 

The  above  conditions  suggest  the  potential  for  widespread 
application  of  parking  management  techniques  throughout  much  of 
the  Boston  region.     However,  before  the  need  for  new  parking 
controls  can  be  assessed,   it  is  necessary  to  determine  what  types 
of  measures  are  already  in  place.     This  is  shown  in  Table  3-4. 
Respondents  were  asked  to  classify  their  communities'  existing 
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Measures    Measures 


Community 

1 

2 

3  4 

5 

6 

7  8 

9  10 

Community 

1 

2 

3  4 

5 

6  7 

8    9  10 

Arlington 

X 

X 

X 

Melrose 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

Ashland 

X 

X 

Millis 

Bedford 

Natick 

X 

X 

X 

X 

Beverly 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

Newton 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

Boxborough 

Norfolk 

Braintree 

X 

X 

X 

No.  Reading 

X 

Brookline 

X 

X 

Norwell 

X 

X 

X  X 

X 

Burlington 

X 

Peabody 

X 

X 

X 

Carlisle 

X 

Revere 

X  X 

X 

Cohasset 

X 

X 

Rockland 

X 

X 

Concord 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

Rockport 

X 

X 

X 

X 

Danvers 

X 

X 

X 

X 

Scituate 

X 

X 

X 

Dover 

X 

Sharon 

X 

X 

Everett 

X 

Somerville 

X 

X  X 

Franklin 

X 

X 

Sherborn 

X 

Gloucester 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

Stoughton 

X 

X 

X 

Hamilton 

X 

X 

X 

Stow 

X 

Hanover 

X 

Reading 

X 

Hudson 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

Topsfield 

X 

Hull 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

Southborough 

Ipswich 

X 

Wakefield 

X 

Hingham 

X 

X 

X 

Waltham 

X 

X 

X 

X 

Lincoln 

X 

Wayland 

X 

Littleton 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

Walpole 

X 

X 

Marblehead 

X 

X 

X 

Wellesley 

X 

X 

X 

Marlborough 

X 

X 

Wenham 

Marshfield 

X 

X 

Weston 

X 

X 

X 

Maynard 

X 

X 

Wilmington 

X 

Medfield 

X 

X 

Winchester 

Med ford 

X 

X 

X 

Winthrop 

X 

Medway 

X 

X 

X 

Totals       13    8    1  35  14    8  27    0    0  37 


Guide  to  Numbered  Column  Headings 


1  Pricing  of  on-street  spaces  to  discourage  long-term  parking 

2  Coordination  of  on-  and  off-street  parking  fees  to  encourage  parking  in  off- 
street  lots  or  garages 

3  Peak  hour  surcharges  at  off-street  facilities 

4  Limits  on  the  duration  of  on-street  parking 

5  Prohibition  of  on-street  parking  during  specific  time  periods 

6  Resident-only  on-street  parking 

7  Parking  enforcement  program 

8  Preferential  parking  for  high-occupancy  vehicles 

9  Parking  freeze 

10  Zoning  controls 
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parking  controls  or  policies  according  to  the  categories  shown. 
This  gives  a  general  indication  of  the  extent  to  which  different 
measures  are  being  used,  but  is  not  sufficiently  detailed  to 
allow  a  determination  of  whether  individual  measures  are  being 
applied  to  their  fullest  advantage. 

The  table  shows  that  nearly  all  the  responding  communities 
have  some  form  of  parking  control  in  place,   and  most  have 
several.     The  measures  most  commonly  in  effect  are  limits  on  the 
duration  of  on-street  parking  and  zoning  controls^  (both  reported 
by  over  half  the  respondents),   followed  closely  by  parking 
enforcement  programs   (44  percent).     The  next-most  frequently 
applied  controls  are  the  pricing  of  on-street  spaces  to  dis- 
courage long-term  parking,  and  the  prohibition  of  on-street 
parking  during  specific  time  periods.     Both  of  these  measures  are 
in  effect  in  just  over  20  percent  of  the  communities  responding 
to  the  survey.     Thirteen  percent  of  the  communities  report  that 
they  coordinate  on-  and  off-street  parking  fees  to  encourage 
parking  in  off-street  lots  or  garages,  and  that  they  have  in 
place  resident-parking-sticker  programs.     None  of  the  communities 
reports  the  use  of  a  parking  freeze  or  preferential  parking  for 
high-occupancy  vehicles. 

The  communities  having  the  greatest  diversity  of  parking 
management  measures  are  Beverly,  Concord,  Danvers,  Gloucester, 
Hudson,  Hull,  Littleton,   Melrose,  Natick,  Newton,  Norwell, 
Rockport,  and  Waltham,  each  of  which  reports  the  use  of  four  or 
more  of  the  parking  controls  listed  on  the  survey  form.  This 
list  does  not  correspond  closely  with  the  set  of  municipalities 
reporting  the  most  numerous  parking  problems,  as  discussed 
earlier  in  Section  3.2.     Included  on  the  above  list  are  munici- 
palities of  varying  si ze--ranging  from  Newton  to  Littleton — 
dispersed  throughout  every  corridor  of  the  region.     Thus  it  is 
difficult  to  relate  the  presence  or  absence  of  parking  management 
measures  to  the  severity  of  community  parking  problems.  Some 
general  conclusions  which  can  be  drawn,  however,   are  as  follows. 

Most  communities  make  use  of  some  form  of  simple  parking 
controls,  but  on  a  limited  basis.     The  survey  results  do  not 
suggest  that  communities,  as  a  rule,  are  making  adequate  use  of 
parking  management  measures  to  relieve  serious  shortages  of  both 
on-  and  off-street  parking  in  their  older  commercial  centers. 
There  is  widespread  reliance  on  zoning  controls  to  ensure  that 
adequate  supplies  of  parking  be  provided  in  conjunction  with  new 
development,  but  it  can  be  assumed  that  this  policy  most  often 
affects  parking  conditions  in  lower  density  areas,  where  it  is 


^Zoning  controls  are  defined  on  the  questionnaire  as  a  require- 
ment that  a  specified  number  of  parking  spaces  be  provided  per 
square  feet  of  new  development. 
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physically  possible  and  economically  feasible  to  construct  new 
parking  facilities.     Overall,   it  appears  that  there  is  substan- 
tial potential  for  instituting  more  comprehensive  parking  manage- 
ment programs  in  many  of  the  region's  communities. 

One  product  which  can  be  developed  from  the  comparison  of 
community  parking  problems  with  existing  parking  controls  is  a 
list  of  communities  with  problems  that  do  not  appear  to  make 
extensive  use  of  parking  management  measures.     The  survey  results 
suggest  the  inclusion  of  the  following  communities  on  this  list: 


Brookline  Peabody 

Everett  Reading 

Franklin  Revere 

Milford  Somerville 

Norfolk  Wakefield 

Norwell  Winthrop 

Once  again,   the  above  list  is  diverse  in  terms  of  the  size  of  the 
communities  included  and  their  geographic  distribution,  although 
the  area  to  the  north  of  Boston  is  somewhat  over-represented. 
The  above  communities  appear  to  be  excellent  candidates  for  the 
application  of  more  extensive  parking  management  measures. 
However,   the  value  of  instituting  more  comprehensive  parking 
management  policies  should  not  be  overlooked  in  the  case  of  com- 
munities not  included  on  this  list,  particularly  given  the  sub- 
jective nature  of  the  survey  questions  and  the  likelihood  that 
individual  respondents  varied  in  their  perceptions  of  both 
parking  problems  and  the  application  of  existing  controls.  Yet, 
the  above  list  may  be  regarded  as  a  starting  point  for  selecting 
locales  in  which  to  conduct  in-depth  case  studies. 


Some  further  guidance  with  respect  to  this  choice  is  pro- 
vided in  the  communities'   varying  expressions  of  interest  in 
new  parking  management  measures.     The  survey  asked  respondents  if 
they  foresaw  any  new  potential  applications  of  parking  management 
measures  or  controls  in  their  communities.     The  communities 
responding  "yes"  were  as  follows: 


Arlington 

Marshf ield 

Sci  t uate 

Beverly 

Medf ield 

Sharon 

Braintree 

Medf ord 

Sherborn 

Brookl ine 

Milford 

Somervi lie 

Concord 

Natick 

Stoughton 

Danvers 

Newton 

Topsf ield 

Everett 

Norwell 

Wakefield 

Frankl in 

Peabody 

Waltham 

Gloucester 

Reading 

Wayland 

Hami lton 

Revere 

Wellesley 

Hanover 

Rockland 

Wi lmi  ngton 

Li  ncoln 

Rockpor t 

The  above  listed  towns  represent  over  half  of  the  survey  sample. 
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Respondents  were  also  requested  to  specify  the  types  of  measures 
which  are  likely  to  interest  their  communities  and  to  state 
whether  or  not  they  would  find  technical  assistance  from  MAPC  or 
CTPS  useful  in  analyzing  potential  applications.     The  results  of 
this  set  of  questions  are  shown  in  Table  3-5. 

Most  of  the  communities  that  foresaw  new  parking  management 
applications  expressed  interest  in  several  different  parking 
measures.     The  measure  in  which  there  is  greatest  interest  is 
commuter  parking  facilities,  which  was  cited  by  twenty  responding 
communities,  or  about  one-third  of  the  total  survey  sample. 
There  also  appears  to  be  substantial  interest  in  the  following 
measures   (in  descending  order  of  frequency): 

•  limits  on  the  duration  of  on-street  parking 

•  parking  enforcement  programs 

•  restriction  of  on-street  parking  during  specific  time 
per  iods 

•  pricing  mechanisms  to  discourage  long-term  on-street 
parki  ng 

•  resident-only  on-street  parking 

•  zoning  controls 

Only  two  communities  expressed  an  interest  in  preferential 
parking  for  high-occupancy  vehicles,  and  Medfield  is  the  sole 
municipality  in  the  sample  that  foresaw  the  possibility  of  insti- 
tuting a  parking  freeze.     Three  respondents  indicated  an  interest 
in  parking  measures  other  than  those  listed  on  the  questionnaire. 
These  "other"  measures  were  reported  as  follows: 


•  resident-only  commuter  parking  (Hamilton) 

•  commuter  parking  in  "bus-run"  corridor  (Norwell) 

•  tour  bus  stopping  zone  (Rockport) 

Twenty  of  the  responding  communities  indicated  that 
assistance  from  MAPC  or  CTPS  would  be  useful  in  "designing,  eval- 
uating, or  implementing"  specific  parking  management  measures. 
This  assistance  is  desired  most  frequently  in  relation  to  com- 
muter parking,  although  13  communities  responded  that  assistance 
would  be  useful  in  the  study  of  other  measures.         This  latter 
group  of  communities  is  as  follows: 


Arlington  Natick 

Beverly  Norwell 

Danvers  Rockport 

Gloucester  Reading 

Marblehead  Wayland 

Marshfield  Wilmington 
Milford 
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Areas  in  Which  MAPC/CTPS 

Measures 

Df  Interest 

Assistance  Considered  Useful 

Community 

1    2    3    4  5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

12  3 

4    5    6    7    8    9  10 

Arlington 

XXX 

X  X 

X 

Beverly 

X  XX 

X 

X 

X 

XXX  X 

Braintree 

X  X 

Brookline 

X 

X 

Concord 

X 

X 

x  • 

Danvers 

XXX 

XXX 

Everett 

XX  X 

Franklin 

XXX 

Gloucester 

X  X 

X 

X 

X  X 

X  XX 

Hamilton 

X 

X 

X 

Hanover 

Lincoln 

X 

X 

Marblehead 

X  X 

X 

X 

Marshfield 

X 

x 

Medfield 

X 

X 

X 

Medford 

X  X 

X 

X 

Milford 

XXX  X 

X 

XXX 

X  X 

Natick 

X 

X 

X  X 

Newton 

X 

Norwell 

X  X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

XX  XX 

Peabody 

XX  X 

X 

Revere 

V        V  V 

XXX 

Rockland 

X 

Rockport 

X 

X 

X  X 

Scituate 

X 

X 

Sharon 

X 

X 

Somerville 

V        V        V        V  V 

X     X     X     X  X 

X 

Sherborn 

X 

X 

Reading 

V       V                 V  V 

XX  XX 

X 

X  X 

X  X 

Stoughton 

X 

X 

Topsfield 

X 

Wakefield 

y 
A 

Waltham 

X 

Wayland 

X 

X 

Wellesley 

XXX  X 

X 

X 

X 

Wilminqton 

X  X 

X 

X  X 

X 

Totals 

10  13  11    9  13 

20 

2 

1 

8 

3 

6    7  6 

6    4  13    1    0    5  2 

Guide  to  Numbered  Column  Headinqs 

1  Pricing  mechanisms  to  discourage 

5  Parking  enforcement  program 

long-term 

on- 

street  parking 

6  Commuter  parking  facilities 

2  Limits  on 

the 

duration  of  on- 

■street 

7  Preferential  parking  for 

parking 

high-occup8ncy  vehicles 

3  Restriction  of  on-street  parking 

8  Parking 

freeze 

during  specific  time  periods 

9  Zoning  controls 

4  Resident- 

Dnly 

on-street  parking 

10  Others 
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Three  of  the  above  communities — Milford,  Norwell,  and 
Reading — were  included  earlier  on  the  list  of  communities 
reporting  serious  parking  problems  and  not  yet  making  extensive 
use  of  parking  management  techniques.     These  three  communities 
are  diverse  in  terms  of  size  and  location,  and  may  be  the  most 
promising  candidates  for  in-depth  parking  management  case  studies 
by  the  Boston  MPO. 

3 . 5     SUMMARY  OF  SURVEY  RESULTS 

The  majority  of  communities  in  the  Boston  region  are 
troubled  by  one  or  more  chronic  parking  problems.     The  problems 
reported  most  frequently  are  shortages  of  convenient  on-street 
parking  for  shoppers,  and  use  of  on-street  spaces  by  commuters  or 
other  all-day  parkers.     These  two  problems  are  almost  always 
interrelated.     One  third  of  the  survey  sample  also  cited  commuter 
use  of  off-street  parking  facilities  as  a  significant  concern. 
All  of  these  problems  are  most  prevalent  in  city  and  town  cen- 
ters.    While  the  focus  of  the  survey  was  on  issues  other  than 
fringe  parking,   it  is  apparent  that  commuter  parking  frequently 
contributes  to  shortages  of  parking  for  shoppers  and  other  poten- 
tial short-term  users.     Half  of  those  surveyed  reported  a  need 
for  additional  commuter  parking  supplies  in  their  communities. 
However,  only  two  thirds  of  those  expressing  this  need  also 
report  plans  to  provide  new  or  expanded  facilities. 

Parking  controls  are  in  effect  on  a  limited  basis  throughout 
most  of  the  region.     Yet  it  does  not  appear  that  parking  manage- 
ment techniques  are  applied  extensively  as  part  of  coordinated 
plans  to  use  available  spaces  efficiently.     Nearly  20  percent  of 
the  survey  respondents  have  multiple  parking  problems  and  do  not 
appear  to  use  parking  management  methods  effectively  in  respond- 
ing to  these  problems.     The  need  for  more  extensive  use  of 
parking  management  techniques  is  underscored  by  the  fact  that 
over  half  the  survey  sample  foresaw  additional  applications  of 
these  types  of  controls  in  the  future. 

The  surveyed  communities  are  more  interested  in  expanding 
commuter  parking  supplies  than  they  are  in  other  measures. 
However,  over  40  percent  of  the  survey  sample  also  expressed 
interest  in  additional  applications  of  such  techniques  as  limits 
on  the  duration  of  parking,  parking  regulation  enforcement,  and 
pricing  mechanisms.     About  one  third  of  the  survey  sample  indi- 
cated that  assistance  from  MAPC  or  CTPS  would  be  useful  in  ana- 
lyzing future  applications  of  one  or  more  parking  management 
techniques.     Three  communities — Milford,  Norwell,  and  Reading — 
emerge  as  excellent  candidates  for  any  future  in-depth  parking 
case  studies  that  the  MPO  may  wish  to  sponsor. 


4  CONCLUSIONS 


It  has  been  the  purpose  of  this  memorandum  to  assess  the 
Boston  region's  need  for  the  following  parking-related  measures: 

•  expansion  of  the  supply  of  fringe  parking  spaces 

•  increased  application  of  parking  management  techniques 
designed  to  make  more  efficient  use  of  existing  parking 
suppl i  es 

As  demonstrated  by  the  results  of  a  survey  conducted  in  support 
of  this  study,   these  two  strategies  are  most  often  directed  at 
the  same  category  of  parkers:     commuters.     Currently,   there  is  a 
sizeable  shortage  of  commuter  parking  throughout  much  of  the 
region.     One  consequence  of  this  shortage  is  the  misuse  by  com- 
muters of  the  on-and  off-street  parking  facilities  provided  in 
local  commercial  centers  for  the  use  of  shoppers.     Both  of  the 
measures  cited  above  can  and  should  be  used  to  address  this 
problem. 

The  analysis  of  fringe  parking  needs  indicates  that  the 
shortage  of  commuter  parking  is  greatest  in  the  corridors  to  the 
north  and  west  of  Boston,  as  well  as  in  the  Northwest   (Inner) , 
Southwest   (Inner),  and  South  Shore  (Outer)    subcor r idor s .  MBTA 
Park-Ride  Improvement  Program  projects  currently  in  design  will 
substantially  reduce  existing  shortages  in  the  North  corridor  and 
Northwest   (Inner)    subcorridor.     Planned  future  projects  may  serve 
to  alleviate  much  of  the  parking  supply  shortage  in  the  corridor 
to  the  west  of  Boston,  and  further  relieve  shortages  to  the  north 
of  the  city.     The  parking  needs  of  the  Southwest   (Inner)  sub- 
corridor,   specifically  at  Forest  Hills,   require  additional  atten- 
tion . 

Over  40  existing  parking  lots  have  been  identified  as 
possible  carpool  parking  sites  in  the  subcorridors  where  fringe 
parking  needs  are  relatively  high.     Seven  potential  carpool 
construction  sites  have  also  been  identified  in  these  areas. 
Providing  the  opportunity  for  carpool  parking  at  many  of  these 
facilities  would,   in  combination  with  the  MBTA's  planned  park- 
ride  expansion  program,  go  far  towards  producing  a  more  even 
regional  distribution  of  parking  supplies  in  relation  to  demand. 

Yet  it  is  doubtful  that  the  expansion  of  fringe  parking 
supplies  by  the  MBTA  and  MDPW  can  of  itself  alleviate  the 
widespread  parking  problems  reported  by  the  region's  communities. 
Many  of  the  communities  surveyed  perceive  a  need  for  additional 
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commuter  parking,  and  a  majority  of  these  communities  plan  on 
expanding  local  commuter  parking  supplies.     However,  a  substan- 
tial share  of  communities  with  commuter  parking  shortages  do  not 
have  plans  to  provide  additional  spaces.     In  addition,  the 
problem  of  commuters  using  on-street  parking  spaces  is  likely  to 
persist  even  in  those  communities  where  off-street  commuter 
parking  supplies  are  increased,   unless  regulatory  or  pricing 
measures  are  in  effect  to  reserve  on-street  spaces  for  short-term 
users . 

While  nearly  every  community  surveyed  has  parking  regula- 
tions in  effect,   the  survey  responses  suggest  that  few  com- 
munities have  a  coordinated  approach  to  parking  management.  Over 
half  of  the  survey  respondents  reported  that  they  foresaw  addi- 
tional applications  of  parking  management  techniques  within  their 
communities  in  the  future.     Most  of  these  communities  are 
interested  in  multiple  parking  control  measures,   including  limits 
on  the  duration  of  parking,  pricing  mechanisms,   and  increased 
enforcement.     Thus,   it  appears  likely  that  there  are  numerous 
opportunities  to  institute  new  parking  management  programs  in  the 
region,   to  good  effect. 

Eleven  of  the  survey  respondents   (18  percent  of  the  survey 
sample)    indicated  that  they  would  find  the  MPO ' s  assistance  use- 
ful in  evaluating  new  applications  of  parking  management  measures 
in  their  communities.     Several  of  the  communities  represented  by 
these  respondents  are  recommended  as  subjects  for  possible  MPO 
parking  management  case  studies.     The  objectives  of  these  studies 
would  be  to  determine  how  useful  individual  types  of  parking 
management  measures  would  be  in  addressing  parking-related 
transportation  problems  in  individual  communities,  and  to  develop 
prototypes  of  parking  management  programs  which  could  be  adapted 
by  other  communities  in  the  region. 


APPENDIX  A:     Boston  Area  Fringe  Parking  Facilities 


MBTA 


Loca t  i  on/Stat  ion 


Capaci  ty 


Fee 


Ma  ver ick 

70 

none 

,  * 

Ai rDor t 

180 

none 

Wood  Island 

250 

none 

Orient  Heights 

300 

1 . 00 

Bea  cVimon  t 

210 

1 . 00 

Wonder  land 

1 ,  500 

1 .00 

T  * 

Lynn 

520 

1 . 00 

Swamoscot  t 

105 

none 

Salem 

215 

free 

Bpver lv  DeDOt 

200 

f  r  ee 

North  Beverlv 

20 

none 

Hami lton— Wenham 

75 

none 

Ipswi  ch 

140 

none 

Beverlv  Farms 

20 

none 

Mon t  ser  r a t 

30 

none 

Prides  Crossing 

30 

none 

Manchester 

100 

none 

West  Gloucester 

15 

none 

Gloucester 

45 

none 

Rock  Dor  t 

120 

none 

Kendall 

80 

1 . 50 

Lechmer e 

360 

1 .  50 

Sul 1 i  van 

190 

1 .  50 

Wei linaton 

1 , 000 

1 .  50 

Ma  1  d  e  n 

140 

1 .  50 

Oak  Grove 

490 

1 .  50 

Wynmi nn   Hi  1  1 

My  Vm/  111  1  11m       1. 1  J-   X  X 

30 

none 

1  1  'w  X  X  \w/  O             V  w  1 1  L  ^  X 

90 

25 

MpI  rose   H  i  aft  1  a  nd  s 

a  i  » —  X  A-         w  n— ■                        1  1  X  vX  1  1  V-*  w 

80 

.  25 

Greenwood 

5 

none 

Wakef  ield 

110 

none 

Reading 

300 

none 

Wedgemere 

135 

none 

Winchester 

160 

none 

Cross  Street 

10 

none 

Woburn 

80 

none 

Mishawam 

none 

Wi lmi  ngton 

30 

2.00 

Arlington 

60 

1.00 

Alewi  f e 

2,000 

.50 

♦Significantly  underutilized  due  to  poor  physical  condition 
or  difficult  auto  access 
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APPENDIX  A   (cont . ) 
MBTA  (cont.) 


Location/ Station  Capaci  ty   Fee 


Belmont  Center 

0 

none 

Waver ly 

none 

Waltham 

45 

.50  (10  hr. 

Kendall  Green 

125 

none 

Hastings 

5 

none 

Silver  Hill 

5 

none 

Lincoln 

150 

none 

Concord 

140 

none 

West  Concord 

/U 

none 

South  Acton 

none 

Longwood 

ZU 

.25/2  2 

hr  s  . 

Beacons  f  i  eld 

20 

.25/2  2 

hr  s  . 

Brookline  Hills 

10 

•  ZD/  Z  2 

Ills. 

Chestnut  Hill 

55 

J.  .  uu 

Eliot 

55 

1  .  UU 

Waban 

1  .  UU 

Woodland 

^  q  n 

X  .  UU 

Riverside 

1  ,  000 

1  .  /  J 

Auburndale 

100 

none 

Wellesley  Farms 

ICC 

155 

none 

Wellesley  Hills 

45 

.ZD 

Wellesley  Square 

210 

none 

Green  Street 

85 

none 

Forest  Hills 

515 

i    nn  i 
1 . UU— 1 . 

r  n 

0  U 

Roslindale 

100 

none 

Bel le vue 

4D 

none 

Highland 

60 

none 

West  Roxbury 

40 

none 

Bird's  Hill 

80 

none 

Needham  Junction 

110 

none 

Needham  Heights 
Needham  Center 

10 

none 

170 

.25 

Columbia 

620 

.75 

Butler  Street* 

275 

.50 

Milton  Street 

50 

1.00 

Central  Avenue 

15 

none 

Mat tapan 

200 

1.00 

Hyde  Park* 

100 

none 

Readvi lie 

80 

none 

Endicott 

10 

none 

♦Significantly  underutilized  due  to  poor  physical  condition 
or  difficult  auto  access 
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APPENDIX  A   (cont . ) 


MBTA  (cont.) 


Locat  ion/ Station 


Capacity 


Fee 


Islington 
Norwood  Depot 
Norwood  Center 
Walpole 
Norfolk 
Franklin 
Route  128* 
Canton  Junction 
Sharon 

Canton  Center 
Stoughton 
North  Quincy 
Wollaston 
Quincy  Center 
Quincy  Adams 
South  Braintree 
Hingham  Shipyard 
Queen  Ann  Plaza 
Hanover  Plaza 


20 
60 
275 
60 
50 
135 
750 
250 
340 
15 
100 
990 
500 
880 
000 
200 
200 
100 
110 


none 
none 
none 
none 
none 
none 
1.00 
none 
none 
none 
none 


00 
00 
50 
00 
50 


none 
none 
none 


MDPW 


(see  next  page) 


♦Significantly  underutilized  due  to  poor  physical  condition 
or  difficult  auto  access 
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APPENDIX  A   (cont . ) 
MDPW 


Location/Station 


Boston,  Beverly  St. 

Newburypor t , * » **  I-95/Rt. 
Haverhill,*     Rte.  97/113 
Andover,*     I-93/River  Rd . 
Georgetown,**  Rte.  97/133 
Arlington,   Rte.  2 
Abington,   **  Rte.   18  @ 
Canton,   Rte.  138/128 
Milton,  Houghton  Pond 
Milton,   Granite  Ave.  @ 
W.   Bridgewater,  Rte. 
Taunton,**  Rte.  140/24 
Freetown,**  Rte.  24 
Mattapoisett ,       Rte.  6 
Rockland,   Rte.  3/228 
Kingston^**  Rte.  3A/53 
Bourne,       Rte.  3 
Harwich ,*' **^Rte .  6/124 


113 


Lincoln  Blvd. 


1-93 
24/106 


Barnstable , 


** 


Rte .  6 

3A  @  Hingham  Shipyard 
Rd. 


Hingham,  Rte. 
*  * 

Andover,       1-93^ ^Dascomb 
W.  Bridgewater,   *  Rte.  106 
Bridgewater,*     Rte.  104 
New  Bedford,**  1-195  @  Coggeshell 
New  Bedford,**  Rte.  6/140  @  Kings 
Pembroke,  Rte. 
Plymouth,*     Rte.   3  @ 
Plymouth,**  Rte.   3  @ 
Somerset,**  I-195/Rte. 


St . 
Hwy 


3/139 

Cherry  St. 
Long  Pond  Rd . 
103 

Stoughton,   Rte.   139  @  Turnpike  St. 
Wareham,*     Rte.  25/6/28 
Framingham,   Rte.   9  Shoppers  World 
Leominster,**  Rte.   2  @  Harvard  St. 


Needham,  Great 
_     ,  .    *  *  * 
Berlin  » 


Plain  Ave. 


Capacity 

Fee 

30 

( vanpools 

only ) 

none 

208 

none 

40 

none 

90 

none 

110 

none 

lt> 

none 
none 

i  r\r\ 
1UU 

none 

o  c 
OD 

none 
none 

123 

none 

jU 

none 

30 

none 

25 

none 

1DU 

none 

14U 

none 

/An 

4UU 

none 

75 

none 

350 

none 

4bU 

none 

90 

none 

40 

none 

60 

none 

20 

none 

150 

none 

85 

none 

130 

none 

65  + 

none 

60 

none 

75 

none 

125 

none 

300 

none 

20 

none 

65 

none 

45 

none 

♦Scheduled  for  construction 
**0utside  boundaries  of  MAPC 


or  leasing 
region 


APPENDIX  B 
Boston  Area  Community  Parking  Survey 


Community    Agency   

Name  of  Person  Completing  Questionnaire   

Title  Phone  Number 


1 .    Which  of  the  following  parking-related  problems  occur  in  your  community  on  a 
regular  basis?    Please  indicate  problem  areas  by  marking  ONE  OR  MORE  of  the 
boxes  below,  and  briefly  identify,  if  possible,  the 'locations  in  which  these 
problems  occur  (for  example,  "Town  Center"  or  "Northside  Square"). 


Problems  Area(s)  in  Which  Problem  Occurs 

/  /    Shortage  of  convenient  on-street 

(i.e.  curb)  spaces  for  shoppers   

/  /    Use  of  on-street  spaces  by  commuters 

or  all  day  parkers   

/  /    Double  parking   

/  /    "Cruising"  of  vehicles  seeking 'on- 
street  parking   

/  /    Obstruction  .  f  loading  zones  by 

parked  vehicles  and  other  types  of 

illegal  parking  

/  /    Under-utilization  of  off-street 

parking  lots  and  garages   

/  /    Lower  parking  fees  at  on-street 

spaces  than  off-street  facilities   

/  /    Other  (specify)   


/  /  None  of  the  above 
Comments: 


2.  Do  you  expect  that  new  publicly  owned/operated  parking  lots  or  garages  will  be 
constructed  or  provided  in  your  community  during  the  next  five  years? 

/  /    Yes;  approximate  capacity  (if  known)   ;  time  period  expected  to  be 

completed   

/  /    Maybe;  estimated  potential  capacity   

[J  No 

/  /    Don't  Know 


Are  any  of  the  existing  off-street  parking  lots  or  garages  in  your  community 
currently  used  for  commuter  parking? 

/  /    No  (Please  go  to  Question  4) 

fj  Yes 

If  Yes,  where  are  these  facilities  located?   


Is  commuter  parking  at  any  of  these  facilities  considered  a  problem  in  your 
community? 

rj  no 

/  /    Yes  (Please  explain)   


Do  you  think  there  is  a  need  to  provide  additional  commuter  parking  facili- 
ties in  your  commm unity? 

£7  No 

£7  Yes 

If  Yes,  can  you  identify  specific  sites  which  may  be  suited  to  this  purpose? 


Which  "of  the  following  parking  controls  or  policies  are  currently  in  effect 
in  areas  of  your  community?     (Check  as  many  as  apply) 

/  /    pricing  of  on-street  spaces  to  discourage  long-term  (over  two  hours) 
parking 

/  /    coordination  of  on-  and  off-street  parking  fees  to  encourage  parking  in 
off-street  lots  or  garages  (i.e.  lower  rates  at  off-street  facilities 
than  on-street  spaces) 

/  /    peak  hour  surcharges  at  off-street  facilities 

/  /    limits  on  the  duration  of  on-street  parking;  specify  time  limits   

/  /    prohibition  of  on-street  parking  during  specific  time  periods 

/  /    resident  only  on-street  parking;  specify  locations   

/  /    parking  enforcement  program  (towing,  Denver  boot,  computerized 

collections);  specify  enforcement  measures   

/  /    preferential  parking  for  high  occupancy  vehicles;  specify  types  of 

facilities  or  locations  where  in  effect   


/  /    parking  freeze 
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/  /    zoning  controls  (i.e.  required  off-street  spaces  per  sq.  ft.  of 
development);  specify   

/  /  others;  specify   


/  /  None  of  the  above 
Comments : 


Do  you  foresee  any  potential  applications  of  new  parking  management  measures 
or  controls,  as  listed  below,  in  your  community? 

rj  no 

LJ  Yes 

If  Yes,  please  indicate  below  the  measures  in  which  your  community  is  likely 
to  be  particularly  interested,  and  also  whether  you  think  your  community  would 
find  technical  assistance  from  the  MAPC/CTPS  or  State  transportation  agencies 
helpful  in  designing,  evaluating,  or  implementing  any  of  these  measures. 

Measures  of  Areas  in  Which 

Particular       MAPC/CTPS  or  State  Agency 
Interest         Assistance  May  Be  Useful 

pricing  mechanisms  to  discourage 
long-term  on-street  parking  and/ 
or  encourage  off-street  parking 

limits  on  the  duration  of  on- 
street  parking 

restriction  of  on-street  parking 
during  specific  time  periods 

resident-only  on-street  parking 

parking  enforcement  program 

commuter  parking  facilities 

preferential  parking  for  high 
occupancy  vehicles 

parking  freeze 

zoning  controls 

others 


/_/ 
£7 

rj 

rj 

rj 
rj 
rj 

rj 
rj 
n 


/_/ 

rj 

rj 

rj 
rj 
rj 
rj 

rj 
rj 
n 


Comments: 
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7.    Can  you  suggest  any  additional  ways  in  which  the  MAPC/CTPS  or  State 

transportation  agencies  could  facilitate  the  development  of  parking  manage- 
ment programs  in  the  Boston  metropolitan  area? 


i 


